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Abstract 
Social procurement provides a key source of income for the Third Sector, and is vital for the 
sustainability of many nonprofit organisations. Social procurement involves the exchange of economic 
capital from one organisation, typically government (although for-profit and non-profit organisations can 
also purchase), with a nonprofit organisations in order to deliver other forms of capital (a process which 
is explained in detail below). It is this transformation of economic capital into other forms of capital 
(cultural, human, social) in the social procurement process, which is the focus of this paper. Four case 
studies, which are representative of the four main types of social procurement, will be examined in order 
to trace how economic capital is transformed into other types of capital in each of these cases. In so 
doing, the paper will advance our understanding of social procurement theoretically, and lead to a wider 
discussion about the role of social procurement in ensuring the sustainability of nonprofit organisations, 
and the civil societies in which they operate.  
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Introduction  
The Third Sector in most OECD countries fulfils a critical role in providing essential services to the 
community, although the proportion of various sources of funding differs between countries. In Australia, 
while there has been a reliance historically on philanthropy as a funding base, nonprofit organisations 
have increasingly been contracted by government in recent decades to deliver services (Lyons, 2001), 
and even more recently have created social enterprises to sell goods and services, including tendering for 
the delivery of services not traditionally associated with the nonprofit sector (Barraket & Weissman, 
2009).  While philanthropy has, and probably always will, provide part of the funding base for nonprofit 
enterprises in Australia, the long term sustainability of the Third Sector has increasingly been reliant on 
income diversification through tendering to deliver government services. Government in particular has 
provided funding to the sector through social procurement activities, primarily for tenders to deliver a 
range of social services, and more recently for services not traditionally associated with the nonprofit 
sector (such as cleaning) in order to generate income generation through social enterprises. As a key 
element of sustainable development involves distributive justice in relation to welfare, utility and 
resources (Throsby, 2003), it is these last two areas of social procurement which are of interest to this 
paper – as they involve the distribution of resources from government and private sector as alternative 
ways of achieving social welfare outcomes, while also promoting the sustainability of social enterprises.  
Examining the role of social procurement in transforming economic capital into cultural and social 
capital, will enable detailed exploration of one mechanism by which social and cultural sustainability can 
be achieved. This is because social procurement provides ongoing opportunities for the generation of 
various types of capital, beyond the funding from government or philanthropy. Additionally, social 
procurement provides mechanisms for income diversification, and has the potential to foster the 
sustainability of individual organisations.  
Therefore, this paper seeks to answer the question: 
• How does social procurement transform economic capital into other forms of capital? 
Definition of social procurement  
According to Burkett (2010) social procurement involves: 
• Ensuring procurement processes and purchasing power generate social benefits and social impact 
across public, private and nonprofit sectors; 
• Adding the social dimension to sustainable procurement practices so that procurement can truly 
reflect triple-bottom line  
As an activity, social procurement is thus a means to achieving a range of sustainability outcomes for all 
sectors of the economy. While the economics of direct procurement of social services is extensively 
researched, particularly in terms of efficiency and effectiveness, the ways in which other forms of social 
procurement can transform economic capital into other forms of capital is far less well understood. 
Indeed, much of the analysis of the various types of social procurement (Burkett (2010) identifies three, 
and Furneaux and Barraket (2011) identify four types of social procurement) currently consists of largely 
descriptive case studies. A coherent theoretical explanation is needed for how governments seek to 
achieve the range of direct and indirect outcomes through social procurement processes. The following 
section provides am initial attempt to develop a theoretical framework which can be deployed in the 
analysis of social procurement.   
Theoretical Framework  
In order to explore the achievement of social and cultural sustainability through social procurement, this 
paper draws on the perspective of economic sociology – particularly the notion that there are a number 
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of different forms of capital: economic, cultural, social (Bourdieu, 2002a, 2002b) and human (Throsby, 
1999, 2001, 2003). Each of these “guises” (Bourdieu, 1985, p. 243) of capital is explored in detail below, 
along with the specific questions in relation to each. Economic sociology is chosen as the theoretical 
frame in preference to economics as the social is explicitly allowed for.  
Economic capital  
Of all the various types of capital, economic capital is the one which is most commonly and readily 
understood, presumably because of the relative ease in converting physical capital (e.g. property) into 
money. Economic capital is thus easily understood and manipulated as it exists in a material or quasi-
material form (Bourdieu, 1985). Through taxation and other financial instruments, governments generate 
considerable economic resources which they use to operate, and provide benefits to their citizens. 
Increasingly, OECD governments have diminished direct delivery of services in a range of sectors, and 
instead contracted with for-profit and non-profit organisations for the delivery of these services 
(Dunleavy & Hood, 1994; Hood & Peters, 2004; Page, 2005). Through procurement, economic capital has 
been used to purchase the delivery of public buildings, spaces, and services. The focus of this is paper is 
specifically on social procurement, which intentionally sets out to create ‘social benefit’ as part of the 
procurement process (Burkett, 2010). 
Bourdieu (1985, p. 252) argues that economic capital can be used to create the other forms of capital, 
although the amount of effort required varies. However, Bourdieu (1985) also notes that there can be 
considerable ambiguity and difficulty in such transmission, particularly as it is not necessarily apparent at 
the outset that economic capital is in fact the source of the other forms of capital. I would argue that 
this is in fact the basis of procurement activities, as one form of capital is exchanged for another.  For 
example, a new building is created, by exchanging financial capital (money) for physical capital (an asset 
such as a building). However, in social procurement, additional forms of capital can be created from the 
initial economic capital provided to the non-profit organisation: human capital (e.g. via the training of 
unemployed people); social capital (e.g. as community organisations meet the needs of people in their 
community); and cultural capital (e.g. through the provision of public art in public works). Consequently, 
the third sector produces considerable social, cultural, environmental and economic value beyond mere 
direct service delivery.  
As outlined in the introduction, while significant research has been undertaken on how social 
procurement is undertaken, a larger theoretical question remains as to how economic capital is 
transformed into other forms of capital. In an economic sense, government procurement in the social 
sector involves transfer of public funds to non-profit organisations in order that a range of social services 
might be provided. Just as governments invest through procurement in the technological infrastructure 
(such as broadband) or public works (such as roads and bridges), social procurement could be considered 
as the investment in the social infrastructure of a society.  If so how can this transfer occur in such a way 
as to facilitate long term sustainability of the sector, and by extension the society it seeks to serve?  
Social capital 
An extensive review of the various notions of social capital has already been undertaken elsewhere (Adler 
& Kwon, 2002; Portes, 1998, 2000) and will not be replicated here. However, it is important to note that 
there are an array of definitions of social capital, and the meanings vary depending upon whether the 
focus is on the effects, sources or substance of social capital (Robison, Schmid, & Siles, 2002). According 
to Portes (1998) Bourdieu’s work is the most theoretically refined1. Bourdieu (1985, p. 248) regards social 
capital as “the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable 
                                                   
1 Coleman (1990) for example, has a far more loose definition of social capital which will not be deployed here, largely 
because Coleman uses the term in a number ways, some of which are contradictory. For example, Portes (1998) notes that 
Coleman refers to reciprocity and norms as social capital, when more properly, they are some of the mechanisms by which 
social capital is created. Portes (1998) goes on to note that Coleman also refers to access to information as social capital, 
when is it really a consequence of the position of social capital, as well as the social organisation itself.  
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network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance or recognition”. This 
reflects a rather instrumental view of social capital (Portes, 2000) as the focus is on how the sets of 
relationships can benefit the focal actor.  “Social capital from this view is understood then to mean all 
those resources an actor can mobilize and or/profit from because of his (sic) embeddedness in a network 
of relations with other actors” (Esser, 2008, p. 23). Portes (1998, p. 6) has argued convincingly that most 
empirical application of the concept sees it as the “ability of actors to secure benefits by virtue of 
membership in social networks or other structures”2.   
For social procurement however, this creates a conundrum. The above understanding of social capital 
sees social networks as a source of personal gain (Carroll & Stanfield, 2003). While all organisations seek 
to develop their networks in order to improve their performance, for nonprofit organisations, the intent 
is altruistic – not to generate personal benefits, but social benefits. Indeed it is difficult to picture a 
nonprofit organisation being effective unless it had a social network on which it could draw for financial 
support, to recruit volunteers and in order to deliver services. By working closely with communities, 
nonprofit organisations can foster social cohesion in multicultural environments (bridging capital) as well 
as consolidating networks of like minded individuals (bonding capital) (Putnam, 1995). So as social 
procurement involves the generation of social benefits and social impact (Burkett, 2010) a key question is 
how might social procurement transform economic capital into the generation of social capital for 
nonprofit organisations, in such a way that generates social benefits?  
Human Capital   
Human capital (Throsby, 2001), which Bourdieu (1985) refers to as embodied cultural capital, involves 
the personal cost and investment in self-improvement (Bourdieu, 1985, p. 244). Unlike more physical 
forms of capital, this form of capital takes considerable time to develop, and cannot be transmitted 
instantaneously.  According to Bourdieu (1985) there is also an institutionalised element to human 
capital3, which is concerned with the conferring of educational qualifications.  Throsby (1999) notes that 
the skills of individuals are a form of capital which are just as important as physical or financial capital in 
producing output in the economy.  
For a capitalist to benefit financially from a new innovation (say a machine) they need to posses both the 
machine and the human capital to operate it, or purchase the services of someone else who has such 
capability (Bourdieu, 1985). The purchase of the expertise of individuals and organizations, through 
social procurement processes is well understood (e.g. the provision of counselling services). While the 
purchasing of goods and services through social procurement is readily understood the question remains 
as to whether human capital might be developed through such processes.   
Cultural capital 
Throsby (1999, p. 7) pointed out that there is two main types of cultural capital: tangible cultural capital 
such as buildings and cultural sites, and intangible cultural capital which is a “set of ideas, practices, 
beliefs, traditions and values which serve to identify and bind together a group of people… together with 
the stock of artworks existing in the public domain as public goods”. Bourdieu (1985) notes that tangible 
cultural capital, which he terms objectified cultural capital, such as writings, paintings, monuments, 
music, can be created only due to a significant investment in the human capital of individuals. Bourdieu 
(1985) goes on to provide a well reasoned argument that significant economic investment is needed to 
generate human capital, and this human capital in turn can generate cultural capital such as works of 
art, thus supporting his argument for the transformation of capital. 
Tangible cultural objects can readily be purchased through economic capital (sale of painting, purchase 
of books, music, audio files, etc), and can also be ‘consumed’ more symbolically through the viewing of 
                                                   
2 Putnam  (1993, 1995, 1996) on the other hand views social capital as the collective norms of a society 
and mutual trust. For this paper, Bourdieu’s more localised definition is more appropriate.  
3 Bourdieu allocates this aspect to cultural capital 
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the painting, or listening to a live band; thus cultural goods can be appropriated both materially and 
symbolically (Bourdieu, 1985). For Throsby (2001, p. 44) cultural capital “can provide a means of 
representing culture which enables both tangible and intangible manifestations  of culture to be 
articulated as long-lasting stores of value and providers of benefits for individuals and groups”. The 
question remains for this paper then, as to how procurement processes might transform economic capital 
in to cultural capital.   
Methodology 
As the purpose of the research is to identify examples of the transformation of economic capital into 
other forms of capital, theoretical sampling is used, as the goal is to identify cases which are likely to 
replicate or extend emergent theory (Lee, 1999; Yin, 2003). Thus for theoretical sampling, a meta-
analysis was undertaken of four empirical studies of social procurement in order to examine the 
transformation of capital in each case. Thus the four cases were purposively selected (Babbie, 2004, p. 
183) in order to provide concrete examples of the transformation of economic capital into social, 
cultural, physical and human capital. Consequently, the cases provided data which “manifests the 
constructs of interest” (Patton, 2002). Additionally, each case will examine how sustainability was 
affected through participation in various types of procurement. Cross-case analysis was then undertaken 
to identify similarities and differences between the different arrangements, particularly in relation to 
the transformation of capital.  
Findings  
As noted earlier, there are four types of social procurement, based on extant definitions and 
understandings. An empirical example of each type of social procurement is provided as a case to 
examine how procurement transforms the economic capital into other forms of capital. The findings of 
each of the four cases are summarised below. 
Type I – Procurement of social services 
When social procurement is mentioned, it this first type of social procurement is typically associated by 
many authors. Here an organisation, typically from the public sector, set out to "intentionally and 
directly purchase social impact by procuring social services (such as health services, community services 
and welfare services)" (Burkett, 2010, p. 10).   
While there are a huge volume of articles on this type of procurement, this case will focus on funding of 
third sector organizations in Queensland, in order to identify opportunities and challenges with current 
arrangements (Ryan, Fielding, & Furneaux, 2006; Ryan, Furneaux, & Lewis, 2006). With procurement of 
social services by government, a range of challenges can emerge, as logics from economic theory of 
competition do not always sit well with a community development framework, particularly in relation to 
under-funding of services and the need for adequate resourcing of the reporting function. In terms of the 
generation of various forms of capital: 
• Human – there was a need identified to provide additional funding to develop capability of some 
nonprofit organizations in order to meet operational and reporting requirements  
• Social – generally the funding of nonprofit organizations is seen to enhance social capital 
although how this could be measured beyond a qualitative assessment was problematic  
• Economic – while direct contractual funding by government of nonprofits has become increasingly 
prevalent, concerns exist though about how this is undertaken, and a chronic underfunding of 
the sector. In general a more collaborative approach by government in procurement processes 
would be welcomed by the sector.  
• Cultural – while government seemed to be primarily concerned about efficiency, the third sector 
organisations interviewed were also concerned about their mission and effective delivery of 
services to their clients. Thus there were some different values evident.   
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• Sustainability – concerns about the long term sustainability of the sector were raised, particularly 
dependence on government funding, and the underfunding of services and core organisational 
costs.  
In most cases, government sought to develop various types of capital through its procurement processes. 
If Bourdieu’s (1985, 2002b) framework of deliberate investing in social networks in order to produce a 
return is applied to government, then this approach has an ever broader application. The current 
majority logic in procurement has been in order to reduce costs and therefore on paying the least 
amount possible for an outcome. Instead of simply buying goods and services, government could instead 
deliberately invest in the network of social service providers in order to develop their capability, with an 
expectation that this would result not so much in a return to government financially, but rather in a 
return to society. Whether this occurs has yet to be seen though. In other words, by paying attention to 
the impact that social procurement has upon human, cultural and economics capital would result in a 
broader assessment of effectiveness and sustainability. 
Type II – Procurement of non-social services, with embedded social outcome  
This view of social procurement notes that:“Social procurement involves using procurement processes 
and purchasing power to generate positive social outcomes in addition to the delivery of efficient goods, 
services and works” (Department of Planning and Community Development, 2011). McCrudden (2004) in 
his excellent outline of this phenomena notes that often within larger public works contracts additional 
outcomes become ‘embedded’ in the contract. As Bolton (2004) suggests, procurement is used to 
promote additional outcomes which are secondary to the primary objective of the procurement.  
The specific case which is used to explore this approach to procurement, is the delivery of public art as a 
percentage of government public works contracts (Furneaux, Brown, & McCabe, 2008). Buenders (2007, 
p. 49) notes that ‘percent of art’ policies in most countries in the West require that a certain percentage 
of the construction costs be spent on public, functional art in or outside a public building, and that these 
policies “were all about changing the environment – and the citizens themselves – for the better”.  While 
Public art is typically installed in public space and public buildings (Armajani, 2004). Throsby (1999, 
2001, 2003) notes that there can be a range of artworks created, the focus tends to be on those which 
are privately owned, although buildings and spaces are acknowledged. In terms of the research question: 
• Human – the ‘publicness’ of public art necessitated that artists develop additional skills as they 
had to deliver artwork through a consultative process, and often using techniques and materials 
of which they were unfamiliar. Also needed to develop grant writing skills. Interestingly there 
was also an increase in average school attendance in certain cultural groups.  
• Social – Providing a vehicle for community engagement, indigenous representation and inclusion 
of young people. The artworks themselves assisted in the development of social identity, 
recording and reporting local history.  Artists had to work with builders, engineers and architects 
involved in the delivery of the public work.   
• Economic – Enhanced experience of building users, improved functionality and quality of 
buildings, reduction in graffiti, and even helping the building to achieve its purposes. More 
practically, provided significant injection of funds into the art sector and resulted in repeat 
business for artists. There were additional costs in terms of delivering the art in addition to the 
building, but generally this was perceived as money well spent.  
• Cultural – the procurement delivered numerous parts of tangible cultural capital objects, 
including iconic buildings. More broadly, the intangible cultural benefits were a growing 
appreciation of public art and its value in society.  
• Sustainability – as there was increased functionality and performance of buildings, development 
of human capital, promotion of social inclusion, and economic development of actors, there was 
a number of sustainable outcomes in the study.  
Type III – CSR Management of supply chain (doing no social harm)  
The third type of social procurement is where an organisation “has screened their supply chains to ensure 
that they are socially responsible and ethical, that is, that they do no harm in relation to social indicators 
such as labour conditions and human rights of workers” (Burkett, 2010, p. 10). While this can be done by 
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for profit as well as non-profit firms, this process also applies to government. For example, the 
International Labor Standards in procurement specify that care needs to be undertaken in order to ensure 
basic working conditions are met in government building contracts (International Labor Office 2008). 
Consequently, this is part of an organisations approach to Corporate Social Responsibility (McCrudden 
2006), where they are managed in such a way as to not do social harm.   
In relation to social procurement, this approach is were “social or ethical criteria that assess issues 
backward along the supply chain normally do not impact on the final product in terms of characteristics 
or performance” (Moschitz, 2005, p. 20). In other words, with Type I procurement of social services the 
outcome is directly related, and in Type II procurement, the outcome is secondary, although embedded 
in the contract or project. Using Moschitz’s (2005) definition, this approach is different as there is an 
opportunity for the consideration of social and environmental issues in procurement, although such 
consideration need not be directly related to the delivery of the final product.  
The case examined here is one of the set of institutional arrangements for the delivery of maintenance 
services for public buildings in a particular jurisdiction (Furneaux, Brown, Ryan, Gudmundsson, & 
Tywoniak, 2009). Over a number of years these arrangements were changed in order to address 
shortcomings with previous arrangements and to improve the delivery of services in both efficiency and 
effectiveness terms. In one of the adjustments made to maintenance arrangements, an unrelated 
decision was made to close an industry in a certain rural town via government policy. In order to provide 
ongoing income for this town, the call centre for the maintenance services was moved into the town, and 
was managed by a nonprofit entity4. Note the intent was to purchase maintenance services, so the social 
procurement was not directly related to the outcome. Thus the procurement sought to minimize the 
unemployment in the town and was and was arguably an example of CSR at work, as government sought 
to address unemployment it helped to create, through procurement processes.  Outcomes for this case 
were:  
• Human – a number of employees gained new skills in call centre operations.  
• Social – while there was increase in employment, these jobs went to those who were not 
previously looking for work. Those unemployed due to the closure of the industry remained 
unemployed.  
• Economic – lack of maintenance expertise amongst call centre staff led to increased costs in 
maintenance services  
• Cultural – there is likely an impact in values and traditions due to the loss of a long term industry 
in a rural down and resulting employment  
• Sustainability – the change discussed here was not sustainable any real sense of the term  
Type IV – Allocation of a percentage of procurement to a social enterprise  
While in some ways this type of procurement may be seem as the same as Type II (Burkett, 2010), there 
are distinct differences (Furneaux & Barraket, 2011). Under Type IV social procurement, the intent is to 
allow for a smaller percentage of the overall package of non-traditional work to be tendered out to social 
enterprises (Social Traders, 2011). The difference here is that the social outcome is not necessarily in 
what is being tendered, but is more about who is being allowed to tender and how this tender is being 
fulfilled.  
The case examined here is an opportunity was seen to undertake a joint venture between a local council 
and a nonprofit organisation in order to allocate a certain part of a larger procurement contract (for 
cleaning) to a social enterprise (Social Traders, 2009). The outcomes were to provide a pathway to 
employment for young people, while also reducing the costs of government.   
• Human – a training program was included in the contract which developed the skills of individuals 
• Social – the program provided a pathway to employment for long term unemployed 
• Economic – quality cleaning services were delivered in a cost effective manner, as well as 
increasing the number of suppliers (and therefore competition).  
                                                   
4 Watermayer, (2000) notes that it is possible to use procurement as a means to alleviate poverty and create 
jobs. 
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• Cultural – diversifying the council workforce led to positive organisational culture 
• Sustainability – this program was sustainable at a range of levels (economic, human and social). It 
also promoted the long term sustainability of a nonprofit organisation by generating an 
additional income stream.  
Cross case analysis  
Each of these cases provides an opportunity to explore how social procurement resulted in the 
transformation of economic capital into other forms of capital. As noted in the introduction, 
procurement involves the purchasing of goods and services. Social procurement is a specific form of 
procurement where  social benefits and social impact is also delivered as part of the procurement 
process (Burkett, 2010). As has been illustrated in the case studies, there are four distinct ways that 
social benefit is attempted to be delivered. Table 1 below provides a summary of the outcomes from 
each of the case studies.  
Table 1- Summary of transformation of capital in each of the case studies  
 Type I —  
Procurement of 
social services 
Type II — Public             
Procurement 
(with social 
outcomes 
embedded) 
Type III — 
Corporate Social 
Responsibility  
Type IV — 
Procurement 
allocated to  
Social Enterprises  
Human capital  ~    
Social capital     
Economic capital   &   &    
Cultural capital  ~    
Sustainability     
Legend:   |  Positive Outcome |  Negative Outcome |  ~ No impact evident | 
 
These cases show that there are a range of outcomes which can be determined from the meta-analysis of 
each of the cases. A comparison of each of the cases presented in Table 1 shows that some of the cases 
provided for a better positive transformation of capital than others. What is also interesting is that 
occasionally there was a negative outcome. The purchase of a building (physical capital) can be a 
positive one - where the value of the building is equal or higher than the purchase price. Alternatively, 
the outcome can be negative – where the purchase price is higher than the value of the building or the 
cost of ownership is excessive. So too, in social procurement, some of the cases demonstrate that there 
can be negative outcomes associated with the transfer of capital (Type III), and some transactions do not 
perform to the level initially anticipated. Two of the cases examined showed a majority of positive 
outcomes (Type II and Type IV), and one case showed a rather mixed set of outcomes (Type I).  
Discussion  
There are a range of outcomes in each of the four different types of social procurement presented as 
cases above. From the outset, these different outcomes show that the theoretical framework advanced 
early in the paper is useful for examining social procurement. It is certainly not the intent of this paper 
to attempt to generalise the outcomes of these four cases to every single instance of social procurement. 
In other words, four cases are hardly a representative sample in which to assess the adequacy of various 
types of social procurement to deliver specific types of capital. The claim made here is far more modest 
– that the different types of capital form a useful theoretical framework with which to examine specific 
instances of social procurement. More particularly, the framework allows for both positive and negative 
outcomes from the procurement process to be accounted for.  
Moreover, the framework allows for analysis beyond the sheer analysis of different types of capital, by 
introducing the notion of sustainability. The sustainability of nonprofit organisations is important in order 
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to ensure that the needs of communities are met in the long term. In other words, ensuring the 
sustainability of nonprofit organisations helps to ensure the long term sustainability of our societies. 
Thus, in addition to philanthropic donations and grants, social procurement provides an important 
investment in the social infrastructure of countries.  
As an important extension to this, Throsby (2001) suggests that there is both stock and flow of capital. 
The stock of capital is the amount of each type of capital which can be measured at any given point of 
time (e.g. the amount of money, the number and type of buildings (physical). Over time this capital 
results in a flow of services and goods from this stock. Another way of looking at this is the difference 
between income and an asset. For example, Throsby (2001, p. 51) suggests that the stock of fish in a 
river is akin to the natural asset, while the harvesting of fish is the flow.  In a simple model, without 
replenishment, the stock of fish overtime would eventually become completely depleted, just as our 
bank accounts would become empty if we kept making withdrawals and made no deposits. As Throsby 
(2003, p. 186) argues: “not undertaking the investment needed to maintain the stock of tangible and 
intangible cultural capital ... will likewise place cultural systems in jeopardy and may cause them to 
break down with consequent loss of welfare and economic output”.  
Extending the logic of Throsby (2003) then, social procurement thus provides an important ongoing 
investment by government into the nonprofit sector. Social procurement can enhance human capital 
through development of additional skills as part of social procurement projects. Cultural capital can be 
developed, in both tangible and intangible forms, through the delivery of public art projects and the 
promotion of positive organisational and cultural values. Social capital can be developed through 
enhancing the capability of nonprofit organisations to build bonding and bridging capital in the 
communities where they operate. Without this ongoing investment, there is the potential for the 
eventual depletion of capital in its various forms. While the investment of economic capital into social 
organisations is quite well understood, the framework advanced here acknowledges that social 
procurement can invest into all the other forms of capital, and thereby promote the sustainability of the 
nonprofit sector.  
However the cases above also show that, while unintentional, there can be a negative impact on the 
various types of capital as a result of the procurement process. Thus, while further work is certainly 
needed in order to develop measures of performance in social procurement activities, the theoretical 
framework tested here goes beyond the purely financial assessment of performance, and introduces a 
range of other forms of capital which need to be assessed in order to determine the effectiveness of a 
specific procurement investment in social infrastructure. 
Conclusion  
This paper undertook a meta-analysis of a number of cases of procurement in order to examine how 
social procurement developed different types of capital. The four cases found different outcomes for 
each type of capital. Four cases do not provide sufficient evidence to determine the effectiveness of 
various types of social procurement in developing various forms of capital. However, it is sufficient to 
suggest that assessing the success of social procurement activities needs to take into account cultural, 
economic, human and social capital. Such a framework goes beyond economic considerations and seeks 
to examine the outcome of the investment in the stock of each type of capital.   
This analysis enhanced our understanding of the various types of social procurement, how these types 
produce various types of capital, and collectively how sustainability can be enhanced through various 
social procurement mechanisms.  
Future research is envisaged in relation to the governance and institutional arrangements around each of 
the main types of social procurement. Additionally, specific ways of measuring impact and ameliorating 
negative outcomes of the procurement process needs to be developed.   
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